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This proposal seeks to promote more efficient uses of materials by the consumer products 
industry while simultaneously restoring natural areas and ecological processes through a jobs 
guarantee program whose efforts will return discarded materials into a more efficient consumer 
product lifecycle. The proposal consists of two prongs: a jobs guarantee program providing jobs 
collecting discarded materials from natural areas, sorting high value materials from collected 
waste streams, and operating recycling equipment during collection and at collection and 
processing centers; and investments in national recycling infrastructure, namely industrial 
equipment to be installed at collection and processing centers such as balers, shredders, 
conveyors, shears, and other large machinery to assist in and enable the salvaging process. Such 
a program ensures the more efficient use of resources, as viable salvaged materials are re-created 
by subsidized recycling processes and sent to market at a cheap price reflecting this 
subsidization; this low price mirrors that granted to materials extracted via traditional methods 
and the myriad subsidies granted that industry over the centuries. Thanks to these low prices, 
recycled materials can gain a cost advantage over the incorrectly priced virgin materials 
extracted from natural processes and thus be recycled into industrial processes, bypassing the 
need for some further extraction and energy inputs and reducing the rate at which landfill space 
is consumed. Additional benefits from such a program can materialize in the form of better waste 
collection and sorting at the consumer source points of generation, incentivizing practices such 
as composting and the collection of organic waste for more energy efficient incineration as 
biofuel, a money-saving practice for which examples already exist in many European countries. 
This paper will detail the problems addressed by such a program in the local Southwest Ohio 
region by first analyzing the state of the problem of waste pollution in the surrounding area and 
its constituent causes before detailing the myriad ways in which this two-pronged solution 
proposal stands to relieve the pressure waste places on local natural ecologies and the broader 
social communities residing alongside and within them. This paper will conclude upon analyzing 
potential problems that could be faced in the implementation of such a contextually radical 
program of community-based resource stewardship. 
Southwest Ohio, like almost all localities within the United States, faces a waste problem; 
from common everyday litter to overcapacity landfills to an abundance of industrial waste 
effluents, all pollute and damage local ecological services. Unlike most other localities within the 
United States, however, Southwest Ohio is also home to the sixth largest landfill in the country, 
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the largest in the state. The Rumpke Sanitary Landfill, better and more colloquially known as 
Mount Rumpke, stands 1,075 feet above sea level, the EPA limit, as the tallest point in Hamilton 
County and one of the highest elevations in the state of Ohio. The sheer size of this massive 
landfill can exacerbate dangerous problems common to landfills generally, particularly 
landslides and fires. In March of 1996, the north face of Mount Rumpke cracked open and fell 
forward, exposing some 15 acres of long decaying waste that were, months later, struck by 
lightning, igniting a garbage fire that raged for 6 days (Conn 1996) upon what was declared the 
largest trash landslide in Ohio state history, a record that stood until the Cincinnati Bengals’ 
performance in the 2002 season. As Mount Rumpke grows with over 2,000,000 tons of industrial 
waste and Municipal Solid Waste added per year, according to an estimate from the early 2000’s 
(Center for Land Use Interpretation 2018), this massive landfill will require ever more land 
dedicated to containing the inefficient waste we sweep under the rug. 
That’s a problem for the local community of Colerain Township, seeing as the landfill 
already contained over 1.2 billion cubic feet of waste by 2015 alone (Brownlee 2015). The smell 
itself is reported to be a particular problem for residents, an understandable complaint 
considering the landfill is known to contain the remains of a 14 year old circus elephant 
alongside the rest of the decaying organic and inorganic matter we discard wholesale (Taylor-
Lehman 2016). In 2010, as the Rumpke corporation began to proceed with plans to expand the 
acreage of the landfill, Colerain Township residents banded together under the banner of 
Property Owners Want Equal Rights and Ohio Citizen Action to launch the Good Neighbor 
Campaign, an attempt to halt the expansion of the landfill primarily through a successful trustee 
vote, but also by introducing waste reducing practices aimed at slowing down future needs for 
landfill expansion by making more efficient use of resources before disposing of them. While 
ultimately unsuccessful following a lawsuit by Rumpke which overturned the vote, the initiative 
shows the presence of the local Colerain Township community’s desire for change and 
awareness of not only the problem, but the drastic measures needed to effectively address it at 
every level. The groups’ 40 page report, The Future is Now: A Citizens' Audit of the Rumpke 
Sanitary Landfill, outlines alternative practices to drastically increase viable lifespan of the 
Rumpke Sanitary Landfill without requiring further expansions. The report proposes such a 
result is possible through the use of more advanced recycling techniques which put recycled 
waste to more effective entrepreneurial use, better sorting and composting techniques, and 
 4 
local packaging and plastic ordinances that, together, divert up to 50% of contemporary waste 
streams away from the landfill and towards more productive use. 
Such public initiatives, and the policies that spring therefrom, are important for more 
than just limiting landfill use: surveys undertaken by the Washington state Department of 
Ecology in 2004 show an average of 352 pounds of littered waste is collected along every mile 
of highway in that state, with at least 350 car accidents being attributable to hazards caused by 
roadside waste debris (Columbia Basin Herald 2004). Americans dump an amount of plastic 
that averages out to 100 plastic bottles per person per year directly into their local environment 
as litter; less than 9% of the plastic we consume is recycled, and the result of this is the 
contamination of our environments: 100% of mussels tested contained microplastics in their 
digestive systems, corroborating studies that show the average human on Earth will eat over 40 
pounds of plastic in their lifetime as a result of this contamination (Peçanha 2020). Clearly, 
changing the practices that generate this waste has far reaching effects that extend into spheres 
economic, social, and ecological. Following the example set by the Colerain Township 
Property Owners Want Equal Rights and Ohio Citizen Action, I believe the implementation of 
community-based job guarantee programs stands to be an effective measure to alter practices, 
remove waste contamination from local environments, reduce landfill use, supply more 
efficient industrial practices, and effect change in individual practices on a societal level. 
Such a community based, federally funded jobs guarantee program is necessary to 
achieve anything near full utilization of salvageable resource value from the Municipal Solid 
Waste stream and to effect adequate cleanup of natural areas, as it removes the market 
mechanism that promotes wasteful practices from consideration when resolving its 
consequences. As detailed in the previously submitted “Waste and Recycling as Fictitious 
Commodities” issues paper, markets created to incentivize resource salvaging activities are 
inherently irrational and incapable of achieving efficiency relative to the scale of the problem. 
Market realities and incentives are wholly defined by legislatures influenced by the same 
corporate entities that promote wasteful practices through repetitive consumption to focus on 
the wrong end of the problem: the consumer (Robertson 2021, 273). By removing this facet of 
the consumer product lifecycle from market incentives, future legislation towards addressing 
waste problems will be more likely to be focused on the source of the problem: manufacturing 
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practices. The necessity of this legislative focus on the manufacturing processes of established 
firms stems from the need to bypass markets where repetitive consumption dictates practice by 
mandating the recycling of salvaged resources directly back into the consumer product 
lifecycle at the point of origin. In connecting these two points of the consumer product 
lifecycle, it is indeed made a true cycle. Resource materials discarded by the consumer after 
use are salvaged and re-introduced in the manufacture of new consumer products. It is feared 
that without legislation requiring the re-introduction of recycled materials into production 
processes, the economics of recycling will always favor dramatically higher proportions of 
waste; this stems from the market incentivization of cheaper current practices due to an 
inability to accurately price materials created by natural processes, which results in prices 
reflecting flagrant denial of the reality of finite resources (Robertson 2007). As US and 
Japanese trash economists put it: “Japan and perhaps other developed countries may be setting 
inefficiently high recycling goals” establishing an optimal waste recycling rate of less than 
10%, far lower than the already very low rate of 35% of waste collected for recycling in 2017 
estimated by the EPA (Kinnaman, Shinkuma, & Yamamoto 2014; Husock 2020). 
While a legislative requirement that consumer product manufacturing industries utilize 
some percentage of recycled materials in their production processes would be a fast and direct 
means to ensure that wasted resources truly are recycled, this paper proposes a far more 
feasible and permanent means of ensuring such changes are effected across industries: by 
changing the fundamental landscape of the materials sourcing market through public 
investment in a comprehensive national waste salvaging infrastructure that can produce 
sourcing materials for manufacturing at subsidized prices lower than those brought to market 
via traditional extraction methods. In much the same way as Pavlina Tcherneva describes the 
guarantee of a well-paying federal job as being able to establish an effective minimum wage 
without the need for direct legislation, by offering a subsidized competitor with which private 
actors on the market must compete, a federal infrastructure offers subsidized materials for use 
in consumer product manufacturing whose low prices can force down the artificially high 
intensity of extraction activities brought about by centuries of government subsidies 
(Tcherneva 2020; EESI 2019). Such large-scale investment is necessary, as the earlier quoted 
assertion by US and Japanese economists that recycling only 10% of wasted resources is the 
efficiency supported by the market has proven largely correct in contemporary recycling 
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market operations: despite a shortage of recycled cardboard relative to demand, over a quarter 
of average landfill space is taken up by recyclable paper (Denham, 2020); on the other side of 
the coin, the supply of recycled glass exceeds demand, so further influxes are landfilled rather 
than cross the efficiency rate that the market supports (Alexander, 1992). 
By placing the labor involved with collecting, sorting, and cleaning recyclable materials 
on the federal payroll, questions from such economic short-sightedness, and the failure to 
accurately price resource inputs associated therewith, are circumvented. The construction of 
recycling infrastructure is subsidized as a national industry, and manufacturers are able to 
benefit from an established resource market that is less energy intensive than traditional 
extraction and refinement practices without having to foot the bill for installing such 
infrastructure. Such an endeavor as the federal government constructing and operating a 
comprehensive recycling infrastructure would be the necessary step in leveling the playing 
field to allow salvaged resource materials to approach competitive parity with established 
material sourcing practices, in effect condensing and mirroring the selfsame historical 
subsidization and support granted to traditional extraction industries over decades that have 
given them their dominate position in the market (EESI 2019). While such long-term support 
of traditional extraction industries is evident in the myriad subsidies, tax breaks, and market 
protections granted to them since the advent of the Industrial Revolution, a better example 
proving the viability of large scale government subsidization of private infrastructure within a 
short time period exists behind the dominance of Caterpillar, Inc. in the construction 
equipment market. 
At the outbreak of World War 2, the United States government sought contracts with 
domestic industry to supply heavy construction equipment across the globe in support of the 
war effort. After brief competition, Caterpillar, Inc. won this contract, and with substantial 
money and assistance from the United States government and its allies, built a global 
infrastructure capable of rapidly supporting heavy construction operations in multiple theaters 
across continents and oceans; after the war, Caterpillar, Inc. was allowed to maintain 
ownership and operation of this infrastructure wholesale for private use, effectively shutting 
out potential rivals at home and abroad from competing with their ability to “deliver any part 
anywhere in the world within 2 days” (Barney 1995). That such a comprehensive industrial 
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infrastructure was built once means that it can be built again; that the infrastructure proposed 
by this paper would stand to benefit a wide range of domestic manufacturing industries in 
addition to local communities across the country should serve to make the investments 
required all the more attractive and all the more popular once established.  
It is in the building, maintenance, and operation of this infrastructure where the 
implementation of a federal jobs guarantee program stands to be the of the greatest effect. A 
comprehensive national recycling infrastructure would consist of 3 primary categories of 
activity, all of which would require well-paid labor for effective implementation. These 
categories are: collection activities, the most easily identifiable job with the recycling industry 
and the best established in current practice, these low skill jobs require operating specialized 
trucks into which recyclable materials are physically hoisted by various means, but also simple 
pickup operations where members of a community scan their designated territories for areas 
littered with waste which is then collected manually; sorting, often the most labor intensive 
aspect of the recycling process whereby non-salvageable contaminants are identified and 
separated from salvageable waste before the salvageable waste is cleaned of further 
contaminants, such as food particles or other grime that could damage the equipment, then 
sorted according to the constituent resource material that the equipment can salvage; after this 
comes processing, the final category, whereby various technologies and machineries are used 
to break down the cleaned and sorted waste into its base form from which new consumer 
products can be manufactured and can accordingly be sold on the market for such purposes. 
To illustrate the operation of this infrastructure, the steps that would be undertaken by 
employees enrolled in the federal jobs program in carrying out these activities can be traced: 
workers for the local community jobs program collect waste, either as part of litter collection 
teams cleaning up local ecosystems and natural areas, or as curbside collectors, picking up 
consumer and commercial sorted waste containers and transporting the contents, together with 
that waste collected by the litter teams, to the local collection and sorting facility; at the 
facility, waste collected from the surrounding areas is sorted into that which can be safely 
incinerated for energy, landfilled, or cleaned before being submitted for processing; while 
recycled electronics waste requires more specialized labor and facilities with special safety 
considerations, the rest of the sorted, cleaned, and standardized non-electronics waste is 
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transported from the collection and sorting hubs to processing facilities where the larger, more 
expensive processing equipment is centralized for logistical efficiency. This machinery breaks 
down the sorted and cleaned waste input into units fit for sale, or storage until buyers can be 
found. If paired with legislative requirements mandating minimum percentages of recycled 
material be used in consumer production manufacturing, a reliable turnover can be established. 
Should securing this legislative mandate prove elusive, the long-term storage of ready-to-use 
source materials is still a use of land space that is far more attractive and less problematic to 
local communities than landfills, while being more resource and economically efficient in the 
long term. Such a stock of ready-to-use source materials would also prove far more lucrative to 
trade than unsorted, unprocessed recyclable waste sold wholesale, suggesting that the need for 
long-term storage might be minimal. 
The number of jobs such a project would provide a program that guarantees 
employment would be massive; labor would be required in the planning, construction, 
operation, and maintenance of the processing facilities, with local labor supplying those same 
activities around the community collection and sorting facilities. The Bureau of Labor 
Statistics reports that in December of 2020, the entire private waste collection, treatment and 
disposal, and remediation industries throughout the country employed almost 9 million people 
when combined with the number of people employed in operations supporting those activities, 
including administration (BLS 2020). While estimating the approximate number of new jobs 
created by a more comprehensive and cutting edge national recycling infrastructure is beyond 
the scope and ability of this paper, it is important to note that many of these jobs, including 
litter pick up, already exist at the municipal level and are accordingly well compensated 
compared to industry averages, although the scope of duties assigned to the holders of these 
jobs are generally limited to municipal property not already cleaned of litter by prison labor. 
That these jobs would pay well as a way to increase the market’s minimum wage is already 
well documented in literature such as Tcherneva’s The Case for a Job Guarantee (Tcherneva 
2020); the possible extensions of societal benefits, in addition to reducing the need and thus 
incentives for prison labor, include the awareness raising effects of involving the local 
community in cleaning up the litter they have produced in their own environment. Exposure to 
the consequences of individual and collective waste practices, and the difficulty of one’s job 
being directly related to their extent, is liable to be an effective motivator in educating 
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communities about harmful waste practices and how one can work to reduce waste generation 
in one’s own life through practices such as reusing goods and composting organic waste. 
Far more apparent to the public, however, will be the benefits gained by individual 
households and the local municipal budget: private garbage collection services in the 
Cincinnati area cost each household an average of almost $25 per month, when optional 
recycling fees are included – that amounts to almost $300 per year, or about 2% of a minimum 
wage worker’s yearly salary (Key 2015). In some areas of the country, these fees can be as 
high as $50 per month, or $600 a year (Coupland III 2018). In areas where garbage and 
recycling services are maintained by municipal authorities, recycling operations alone can 
constitute a significant chunk of the municipal budget; in the case of New York City, which 
has a Department of Sanitation budget of almost half a billion dollars, suspending all recycling 
activities for 18 month in 2002 saved the city around $57 million, or approximately $83 
million adjusted for inflation (Sealey 2006). By coordinating that operational and 
administrative infrastructure already established by municipalities, the federal government can 
remove these costs from individual checkbooks and subsidize those costs incurred by local 
governments while increasing their efficiency; where New York City currently spends 
approximately $686 per ton disposing of non-paper recyclables (Husock 2020), these costs can 
be reduced through the removal of the profit motive from the recycling process and 
simultaneously subsidized through the sale of the salvaged materials. While estimating the 
economic impact of a legislative mandate requiring a percentage of all consumer products be 
made with recycled materials is beyond the scope of this paper, it is reasonable to assume that 
diverting, through legislative mandate or tax-based incentives, a portion of the market for raw 
materials extracted via traditional methods towards recycled materials as a viable substitute 
would bring substantial revenues with it. 
The problems facing the proper and effective implementation of such a large-scale 
program, even one with a primary administrative focus on the municipal level, are as 
significant as the project itself. The first, biggest, and most obvious of these challenges is that 
of its political feasibility in a nation whose media are fixated on privatization of public services 
and whose policymakers haven’t funded a major, comprehensive national infrastructure project 
since Eisenhower built the highways in the 1950’s – the persuasion of whom is beyond this 
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paper’s advisory capability. Assuming, however, that this challenge could be overcome, there 
would exist other obstacles to convincing the public to support such a massive initiative: the 
economic justification, the potential for privatization, the administrative burden, and the 
legality of the project chief among them. 
Advocacy for such a project must, from the outset, frame the initiative as one of 
correcting the inherent flaw of the market’s inability to accurately price material inputs 
originating from ecological services, and point to the litter strewn across public parks and 
highways or neighboring private lawns or the towering, miasmic landfill mountains as 
evidence for this; any argument that submits to market economics as the true, objective arbiter 
of all activity is doomed before discussion is begun. Another challenge foreseeable to such a 
project exists in the tendency of US policymakers to gradually privatize government programs, 
such as Medicare administration and COBRA unemployment insurance; the proposal outlined 
in this paper is designed to continue delivering resource efficiency benefits for some time after 
privatization is complete. The nature of constructing comprehensive infrastructure means that 
once it is built, it can continue serving its intended purpose with that massive price tag having 
already been paid until it is obsolete relative to the scale of waste generation. The 
administrative burden is, however, the easiest of these challenges to overcome, and is where 
this proposal’s focus on local communities can be of the most benefit. The role of the federal 
government in this project is most prominent in the planning and construction of the 
processing centers as the final stage; however, this role is drastically reduced in every prior 
category to be merely a provider of funds and general directions. At the local level, already-
established municipal sanitation authorities can use federal funds in addition to their own 
budgets to construct and staff regional collection and sorting hubs. Mirroring Tcherneva’s use 
of local unemployment offices as employment offices, directing applicants to the staffing 
vacancies created by government projects, local applicants can be hired in local collection or 
cleanup crews. While this program would effectively make private waste management 
collection services redundant, their existing collection infrastructure can be acquired through 
eminent domain practices legalized at the municipal level in the Supreme Court decision Kelo 
vs New London while still being permitted to retain private ownership of their landfills and 
charge local governments for that service accordingly (Kelo vs New London 2004; Tcherneva 
2020). 
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The legal justifications for this broad project are numerous and varied, but this paper 
holds the examples of the earlier cited Caterpillar, Inc. infrastructure expansion as well as 
those provided in the Civil Works Administration, the Works Progress Administration, and the 
Tennessee Valley Authority as proof positive of the federal government’s authority and 
capacity to implement such national projects in some form or another. The construction of a 
comprehensive national recycling infrastructure would come quite shy of solving the inherent, 
destructive inefficiencies of the market economy, but would be, this paper proposes, the 
biggest, easiest, and most important method of cleaning, mitigating, and constraining the slow 





Accidents, fires: Price of littering goes beyond fines. (2004, June 7). Columbia Basin Herald. 
https://columbiabasinherald.com/news/2004/jun/07/accidents-fires-price-of-littering-
goes-2/ 
Alexander, M. (1992). EPA Journal: Recycling, Closing the Loop (3rd ed., Vol. 18). US 
Environmental Protection Agency. 
Barney, J. (1995). Looking inside for Competitive Advantage. The Academy of Management 
Executive (1993-2005), 9(4), 49-61. Retrieved April 11, 2021, from 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4165288 
Brownlee, A. K. (2017, May 11). On Top of Mt. Rumpke. Cincinnati Magazine. 
https://www.cincinnatimagazine.com/citywiseblog/how-cincy-works-on-top-of-mt-
rumpke/ 
Conn, J. (1996, June 3). Fire Strikes Ill-Fated Rumpke Site. Waste and Recycling News. 
https://archive.is/20130209102945/http://www.wasterecyclingnews.com/arcshow.html?id
=96060300101 
Coupland III, R. (2018, November 15). Why Recycling Economics Are in the Trash. Icma.Org. 
https://icma.org/blog-posts/why-recycling-economics-are-trash 
Denham, H. (2020, December 30). How Big Cardboard is handling the 2020 box boom. 
Washington Post. https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2020/12/30/cardboard-
pandemic-online-shipment/ 
Environmental and Energy Study Institute (EESI). (2019, July 29). Fact Sheet | Fossil Fuel 
Subsidies: A Closer Look at Tax Breaks and Societal Costs | White Papers | EESI. 
Environmental and Energy Study Institute. https://www.eesi.org/papers/view/fact-sheet-
fossil-fuel-subsidies-a-closer-look-at-tax-breaks-and-societal-costs#1 
 13 
Henderson, F. (2010, November 3). Taming Mount Rumpke. CityBeat. 
https://www.citybeat.com/news/article/13013142/taming-mount-rumpke 
Husock, H. (2020, June 23). A Cost-Benefit Analysis of Recycling in The U.S. Manhattan 
Institute. https://www.manhattan-institute.org/recycling-cost-benefit-analysis 
Industries at a Glance: Administrative and Support and Waste Management and Remediation 
Services: NAICS 56. (2015, October 29). Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
https://www.bls.gov/iag/tgs/iag56.htm 





Key, J. (2015, February 12). Two Local Townships Try to Lower Trash Costs. Cincinnati. 
https://eu.cincinnati.com/story/news/local/colerain/2015/02/12/colerain-springfield-
townships-try-lower-trash-costs/23310969/ 
Kinnaman, T., Shinkuma, T., & Yamamoto, M. (2014, July 1). The socially optimal recycling 
rate: Evidence from Japan. ScienceDirect. 
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0095069614000230 







Robertson, M. (2007, June 1). Discovering Price in All the Wrong Places: The Work of 
Commodity Definition and Price under Neoliberal Environmental Policy. Wiley Online 
Library. https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1467-8330.2007.00537.x 
Robertson, M. (2021). Sustainability Principles and Practice (3rd ed.). Routledge. 
Rumpke Landfill, Ohio. (2019). The Center for Land Use Interpretation. 
http://www.clui.org/ludb/site/rumpke-landfill 
Sealey, G. (2006, January 7). Is Recycling Worth the Trouble, Cost? ABC News. 
https://abcnews.go.com/US/story?id=91824&page=1 
Taylor-Lehman, D. (2016, May 6). Rumpke waste processing facility — Just don’t call it a 
garbage dump •. The Yellow Springs News. https://ysnews.com/news/2016/05/rumpke-
waste-processing-facility-just-dont-call-it-a-garbage-dump 
Tcherneva, P. R. (2020). The Case for a Job Guarantee (1st ed.). Polity. 
 
